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 “… it is important that NATO not be replaced by the European Union (EU), leaving the United

States (US) without a voice in European security affairs.”1  Does this quote portray the current

US view on Europe as a possible global competitor or does it express the US experience and

lessons learned in the 20th century?  Clearly, this quote can not be directly linked to the Bush

Administration and therefore does not reflect the official US stand on that very issue.  The

quote, however, indicates an uneasiness from elements of the US political establishment with

the ongoing security-policy related dynamics in the EU.  This paper analyzes the current status

of NATO and the European Union (EU) defense initiatives, examines national objectives and

interests of European key-players and the US, and evaluates the aspects of competitiveness or

complement of NATO and EU defense initiatives.





NATO AND EU/EUROPEAN DEFENSE INITIATIVES:

COMPETITIVE OR COMPLEMENTARY?

Since the end of World War II several attempts have been made to establish a European

defense and/or security system.  On 4 March 1947, France and the United Kingdom signed the

so called Dunkerque treaty, a military alliance directed against an attack of a recovered

Germany.2  Recognizing the evolving threat of the Soviet Union, this treaty was transformed in

1948 into the Brussels pact (also called West Union), an alliance between France, the United

Kingdom, and the Benelux States.3  Although, as stated in its preamble, once again directed

primarily against a German attack,4 this pact was clearly intended to focus the few western

European resources against potential Soviet aggression.  Another European treaty, the

European Defense Community Treaty (Traité instituant la Communauté européenne de

defense) was signed on 27 May 1952 by France, Germany, Italy, and the Benelux States. This

treaty, initiated by France in fear of a rearmed Germany, aimed towards the establishment of a

German army within the boundaries of European structures.  However, due to France’ refusal to

ratify it, this treaty never came into power.  The year 1954 opened another episode in Europe’s

security and defense politics.  The Treaty of Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and

Collective Self-Defense signed at Brussels on 17 March 1948, as amended by the Protocol

Modifying and Completing the Brussels Treaty signed at Paris on 23 October 1954, finally

integrated Germany and Italy into the European security community and established the

Western European Union (WEU). The WEU aimed at collective defense,5 however with the

clear desire not to duplicate NATO structures.6  This episode of European security and defense

policy ended when, as a consequence of EU’s meeting in Cologne in June 1999, WEU's crisis

management responsibilities were transferred to the EU.  This move aimed at strengthening the

European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) within the EU and thus avoiding double-

structures with different responsibilities in Europe.

In considering this history of European attempts to organize its own security and defense,

and analyzing the results of these attempts one might be curious in which aspects the new

European defense initiatives could compete with the trusted and reliable NATO, and how these

initiatives could endanger the transatlantic link with the US, or if these initiatives could be a

substantial complement in NATO.  Is Germany’s former chancellor Gerhard Schroeder correct

when he says that NATO has ceased to be “the primary venue where transatlantic partners

discuss and coordinate the most important strategic issues of the day,”7 and if he is, why?  Or is

US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld correct when he observes “… our Atlantic Alliance
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relationship has navigated through some choppy seas over the years.  But we have always

been able to resolve the toughest issues.  That is because there is so much that unites us:

common values, shared histories, and an abiding faith in democracy.”8

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

The grand old dame in transatlantic relations, NATO, was founded on 4 April 1949 as an

alliance against the Soviet Union and the threat posed against the west European and North

American nations.  The main threat to NATO-members posed by the Soviet Union and the

Warsaw Pact has vanished since 1991 (Soviet Union: 8 December 1991; Warsaw Pact: 31

March 1991).  NATO, initially a twelve nation alliance, has evolved to an organization with

twenty-six member states.9  The main reasons for this surprising development have been the

security perspective for the new former Warsaw Pact members against possible threats posed

by a politically unstable Russia, and the attractiveness of the transatlantic success story.  As a

result of these fundamental changes in international constellations and politics, member nations

are striving to adjust NATO’s role and missions to the new security environment since the mid

1990s.  NATO’s most recent strategic concept has been approved by the Heads of State and

Government participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C. on 23

and 24 April 1999. This document states the purpose of NATO is to safeguard the freedom and

security of all its members by political and military means and to maintain the function of the

transatlantic link.10  The document defines the tasks of the Alliance to be ensuring Euro-Atlantic

security, to serve as a transatlantic forum, to deter and defend against any threat against any

NATO member, to contribute to crises management and to promote wide-ranging partnership.11

Though this strategic concept briefly addresses means to accomplish its tasks other than

military, the concept by and large still remains a military one.

Triggered by the Balkan wars in the 1990s and the imminent terrorist threat which

culminated in the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, NATO finds itself

today on operations on the Balkans, in Afghanistan, and on a training mission in Iraq.  Most

astonishingly, on September 12, 2001, NATO invoked Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty,

something no one thought might happen, at least not in the Post Cold War era.

Also, mainly triggered by the poor European performance during the Balkan wars of the

1990s, NATO and the US finally started to support the idea of a European Security and Defense

Initiative.  The reason for that new US approach was the hope that this project would cause a

positive change in the European member states attitude towards sharing more responsibility in

NATO instead of relying on the US.12  The very idea of a European Foreign and Security Policy
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reached back to the so called Maastricht Treaty13 signed in 1992.  The US initially opposed this

idea fearing the potential harm to NATO.

As a result of the historic changes in the geopolitical situation and the disappearance of

perceived threats, most of the old European members of NATO have cut their military

expenditures drastically despite the Maastricht Treaty.  Today cooperation with the US military,

which continues to represent the backbone of NATO, is seriously endangered mainly due to

outdated equipment and/or technical incompatibility.  The saved money, often referred to as the

peace dividend, commonly is used to compensate for other budgetary shortfalls of these

respective countries.  The new NATO members, on the other hand, are mostly striving to

restructure and to refit at least elements of their respective former Warsaw Pact style military.

However, limited budgetary resources make the point of main effort for their governments the

costly challenge of providing a growing economy and social progress for their people.

Altogether, NATO’s European members, with some few exceptions, today are far away

from contributing an adequate share to NATO’s resources.14  Although repeatedly addressed by

several members of the European political elite15 and having been main topic of several NATO

meetings,16 the strengthening of the European pillar within NATO still remains by and large a

politics by slogan rather than facts.  Regardless of these problems, further strain is posed on the

alliance’s coherence by the deep rift between European nations themselves and the rift between

some European nations and the US on the issue of the Iraq war.  Although regularly denied in

public, NATO currently faces major challenges as a result of these politics. These challenges

are not exclusively military in character, but impact NATO as the major political transatlantic

organization.

Adding to this situation, NATO structures, in principle, have been unchanged from the

early days until now.  This poses another strain on NATO as an organization and as the major

transatlantic political forum.  The sheer fact that NATO is still dominated by the US and that the

traditional pecking order of US chairmanship and European respect is still intact causes

displeasure among some of old Europe’s political leaders.  Therefore, adjusting NATO’s role

and missions probably will not be sufficient to restore NATO’s claim to be the exclusive forum

for transatlantic exchanges and decision-making.

Western European Union (WEU)

As mentioned before, WEU is a product of Europe’s early attempts for its own security and

defense policy.  From its early beginnings in 1954 until 1984, WEU never played an important

role for Europe’s security issues in public.  Also, WEU lacked sufficient resources in terms of
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money and troops due to the fact that the majority of Europe’s leaders looked to NATO for

security and, therefore, did not want to duplicate NATO’s structure.  If there was a European

nation which was interested in WEU, it was France.  After withdrawing from the integrated

military structure of NATO in 1966,17 WEU was the military forum of choice where France

attempted to pull strings with regard to military and security related issues within Europe.

By the late phase of the Cold War some European Nations, especially France and

Germany, started to think about strengthening the European pillar in NATO by changing WEU’s

significance.18  The reasons behind these thoughts were aimed at different directions.  While for

Germany the strengthening of the European Pillar within NATO aimed at a more balanced

burden-sharing between the US and its European allies, and also towards a stronger influence

of Europe on NATO’s decision-making, it clearly did not aim at diminishing NATO’s importance

for Europe’s security or at hurting the transatlantic link with the Americans.19  For France, in

contrary, the aim of this game was different, but not different from the overall French aspirations

of gaining more influence in Europe while simultaneously reducing the US influence on

European Security issues.20

The Western European Union was “reactivated” in 1984 after 30 years in a dormant

status.  In 1992, WEU’s role and status changed drastically due to the role it was given in the

Treaty on European Union, the so called Amsterdam Treaty. 21  However, even after the

Cologne summit of the European Council where the military role of WEU was transferred into

the European Union, WEU as an organization has not ceased yet.  The assembly of WEU acts

as the Interparliamentary European Security and Defense Assembly, focusing on the European

Security and Defense Policy and the further development of the European Union’s civil and

military crisis-management capabilities.  Further, it also continues to scrutinize

intergovernmental cooperation in the field of armaments and armaments research and

development, which are funded and carried out by the 19 nations of the Western European

Armaments Group (WEAG).  The work of this Group is soon going to be taken over by the

European Defense Agency and the 17 nations of the Western European Armaments

Organization (WEAO).

European Union (EU)

On November 1, 1993, the Maastricht Treaty entered into force.  The treaty had been

signed by the members of the European Community (EC)22 and introduced the three-pillar

structure: the Community pillar, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) pillar,23 and

the Justice and Home Affairs pillar.  Originally, the EC dealt mainly with economic and trade
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matters.  Today economic related matters of the EC still dominate public opinion on EU in many

countries outside of Europe.  The sheer fact that the EU is an intergovernmental and

supranational political union of 450 million people in 25 countries producing a quarter of the

world's GDP should, at least,  be convincing enough that there is more than economic

relevance related to EU.24

The people in EU countries have transferred to it considerable sovereignty - more than

that of any other non-sovereign regional organization.  Although the establishment of a

Constitution for Europe failed due to the French (May 29, 2005) and Dutch (June 1, 2005)

rejection, this setback will not be infinite.  Major reasons for the results of these two referenda

have been the dissatisfaction with the outcome of the new EURO currency; 25 the fear about an

obscure European Commission (an immense powerful organization of mainly unknown former

politicians and bureaucrats having influence on almost everything relevant to the common

European’s daily life); an uneasiness about the pace of EU’s opening to new members and the

related economical burdens; and the unwillingness to transfer more elements of national

sovereignty to a mainly faceless organization at least for the time being. Therefore, and in

conjunction with the deep rift over the Iraq war, EU’s future seems to be less predictable than it

had been in former times when it had fewer member states and when France and Germany

were the driving factors for its development.  The irresolution about the future course translates

directly into Europe’s efforts to come to grips with its security related issues. Within the

framework of its CSFP pillar and the subordinated area of ESDP, EU’s strategic concept26 was

issued in late 2003.  Because of this, it is more current in addressing security issues than the

1999 NATO strategic concept.  Yet, the approach to security in this strategy is more

comprehensive but also different from that of NATO.   While NATO’s strategy27 especially

stresses the military aspects of security, the EU strategy approaches the issue of security more

comprehensively.  It points out that the military is only one element of a broad spectrum relevant

to overall security. 28  This difference in formulating strategy is caused mainly by the different

nature of NATO and the EU.  While NATO is purely a political-military alliance of member

states, EU is becoming a state-like entity not only with loosely connected different member

nations sharing one common vision and common values, but with member nations who have

transferred sovereignty to this supranational organization.  Therefore, the EU strategic concept

is more similar to a grand strategy of a nation, such as the National Security Strategy of the US

than to a military strategy of an alliance.

That, in fact, is the problem.  For the time being, Europe exists only on paper and in the

head and heart of some European statesmen and not in the awareness of most European
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politicians and people.  European security, unlike other common political issues, is not sorted

out as it should be.

Currently, national interests and agendas of major European players in concert with the

fear of many small European nations for domination by the big ones and the related almost total

loss of influence on important decisions overshadow the development of the EU.  Additional

obstacles for sound development are caused by the decision making process between 25

sovereign member states and the rotational presidency model of EU.  While guaranteeing equal

participation in leading EU for all member nations, at least in the public opinion, this six month

rotation model in reality causes many problems in the continuity of EU’s further development

while it simultaneously promotes the realization of national interests and biases.  Last and

certainly not least, due to the sheer fact that every presidency must be a success in public,

many presidencies end up in a sort of declaratory politics instead of real and meaningful political

outcomes.

In regard to Europe’s security, this dilemma translates to the willingness to share more

responsibility for global security29 and to take action in line with the so called Berlin Plus

Agreement,30 but to rely on mission critical assets which can only be provided by NATO and its

US backbone.  The relationship between EU and NATO, and especially the further on value of

NATO for EU, is only addressed quite vaguely and in favor of misinterpretation in EU’s strategic

concept.31  That, however, is directly caused by the fact that the wording of EU’s Strategic

concept represents the smallest common denominator of national interests.

Key-Players in NATO and EU Politics

The importance of national interests and aspirations on NATO and EU related issues can

be most clearly discussed by using the key players in NATO – EU –US relations, namely the

US, France, the United Kingdom, and Germany.  Using these three European nations does not

set aside the importance and contributions of all other NATO and/or EU nations.  The political,

economical, and military realities in Europe clearly indicate that their interests and behavior will

be key to the developing political game on the future of NATO and the EU.

France 

When US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld blamed France and Germany for

representing Old Europe and for having lost political standing due to the shift of Europe’s

political center of gravity to the east,32 he obviously overreacted. Surely he knew that his

statement was inconsistent with reality.  France is a major European player in the context of

political, economical and military power and influence.  It is a nuclear power and a permanent
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member of the United Nations (UN) Security Council.  These facts alone are sufficient to

suggest that Rumsfeld’s statement was off target.  On the other hand, the frustration inherent to

Rumsfeld’s statement also points to the fact which influences NATO, Europe, and the

transatlantic relationship since the end of World War II: France represents one extreme position

in the complex NATO, EU, and transatlantic texture.  Since President de Gaulle’s decision to

leave NATO’s integrated military structure, France continued to establish itself as an anti-pole to

the US in Europe.  Consciously focused on gaining influence in the European political arena

while simultaneously striving to contain Germany’s power, France continuously used the

different European institutions like WEU, EC, and EU as a means to reach its national

objectives.

In its up-to-date manifesto,33 the Groupe UMP,34  French President Chirac’s

parliamentarian backbone in the French national assembly, states their aim is to be inter alias

“To assert France’s international influence, the MPs of the Union for a Popular Movement

(UPM) will actively support the initiatives taken by the President of the Republic so that the

voice of France is heard everywhere, in Europe and worldwide.”  In regard to Europe, Groupe

UMP goes on to state “Convinced that in many areas, France’s future is within Europe, they

expect the European Union to get closer to its citizens and make its workings more democratic.

In this respect, the reform of the European institutions is essential.  It must clarify the breakdown

of powers between the Union and the Member States, contribute to the set-up of a real common

foreign policy, reinforce synergies in the area of defense, and better harmonize the economic

policies implemented to assert the international role of the euro after its successful introduction.”

This and the previous statement, although not made by the French government but by its

parliamentarian supporters and, therefore, still a clear hint of actual French policy, indicate

several aspects in regard to current French aspirations and interests.  First, France will continue

to try to gain international influence using the international bodies of EU and UN as means of

choice.  Second, France does not intend to trade in its permanent membership in the UN

Security Council in favor of a European seat.  Third, France sees its future within Europe in

many, but not all, areas.  Therefore, EU will be supported by France only as long as it is in the

French interest.  Especially in the areas of common foreign, defense and economic policies

France expects more democracy and a clear outline of power distribution between EU and its

member states.  Keeping in mind that one major discussion in EU tackles the aspects of the

voting system, each member state one vote or each member state’s vote depends on a system

related to the quantity of its population, the wording “more democratic” looses its innocence and

reveals the true aspirations of France’ political elite.  France is not willing to allow small
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countries like Denmark or Lithuania to have the same political influence on European decisions

as France has.  At the same time, French policy has to ensure that France is not second to

Germany, Europe’s population-wise biggest and economically most powerful nation.

Altogether, the decades long unbroken French aspirations in regard to its political status, often

referred to as “La Grande Nation”, will not allow for a quick and easy solution of significant

European issues.  The European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) thus will not

have a big promoter in France, as long as it is not assured that France will dominate its future.

Germany

After the unpredicted parliamentarian elections in September 2005 and their stalemate

result, which may end in a Grand Coalition between the two big political parties CDU/CSU and

SPD35 and led by a CDU/CSU chancellor, Germany’s future position in regard to EU and NATO

currently seems to be somehow indifferent.  Looking at Germany’s historical approach to both

issues up to 1998, the statement is true that both organizations have been Germany’s point of

main effort.  Although, seemingly contradictory, this statement clearly points out Germany’s

historical dilemma.  After World War II Germany changed its strategic culture fundamentally.

Germans found themselves traumatized by the fact that their former core beliefs about

Germany’s role in world politics were wrong because they had led to a devastating war that

killed millions.  As a consequence, the old German Strategic Culture was strongly rejected and

a radical new Strategic Culture was formed.  This culture rejected nationalism and promoted the

integration into the Western value community, the preference of multilateral action and a deep

skepticism about the use of force.36  Within this framework of political constraints, Germany

always has proven itself as being the balancing factor between the United Kingdom and the US,

which together represent the transatlantic faction in NATO and international politics, and France

which represents the strictly European faction.  Although the task to ensure this delicate balance

and block a transatlantic and European internal rift often proved to be near impossible,

Germany succeeded until 1998.  With the change from the Kohl37 to the Schröder38

Government, Germany stepped away from this traditional balancing task and started to promote

more strongly European oriented security policy.  However, although publicly strong statements

on Germany’s aspirations and contributions to NATO’s and EU’s military capabilities and

operations have been made and the German Armed Forces became involved in more and more

operations during his chancellorship, Schröder’s government could not change the German

Strategic Culture towards intensified use of military power.  To the contrary, during his

chancellorship the aspect of the “zivile Krisenprävention” (civil crises-prevention) by a focused
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cooperation of different multinational organizations such as NATO, EU, OSCE (always

legitimized by the UN) prevailed.  The “EU – joker” play with the related intensified European-

based approach to security as well as the ostensive cooperation with France and the never

before attempted rapprochement towards Russia are directly related to the severe transatlantic

struggle about the Iraq war and the personal dislike between the Europeans Schröder and

Chirac (the French President), and Bush (the US President).

A look into the future by using the different German political parties’ manifestos 39 for the

parliamentarian election in September 2005, reveals that security policy as well as NATO and

the EU only have second or third order priority in German politics for the near future.  All

manifestos are dominated by the social, economical, and labor-market related problems

Germany has been struggling with for many years.  The CDU/CSU manifesto, however,

addresses the German – NATO relationship in an extended passage and explains that

European Unification and transatlantic partnership will be the cornerstones of German foreign

policy, and that NATO will remain guarantor for Germany’s security.  It continues to state that

the strengthening of the EU will mean to strengthen the European pillar within NATO.40   Should

this CDU/CSU position prevail in the new German government that would mean a clear

refocusing on old German foreign and security policy in the tradition of Chancellor Helmut Kohl .

NATO’s role for German security would be reestablished and the overstressed German –

French co-operation of the Schröder government would be ended. Germany would regain its

balancing role between the transatlantic and European factions.  Last and least, Germany’s

political stand towards Russia would be reassessed.  However, the change in German politics

would not mean an end to the European security policy.

United Kingdom

The United Kingdom (UK) is the third European key-player in NATO as well as EU related

matters.  As France, the UK is a nuclear power, and a permanent member of the UN Security

Council.  The UK, however, represents in many aspects the opposite to the French positions in

NATO as well as in EU. Being traditionally a transatlantic stronghold in NATO and having a

special relationship with the US – as currently documented in the course of the Iraq war - the

UK has a special position in EU.  Although being strongly committed to EU, the UK still has not

joined the new European currency.  The parliamentarian process to ratify the European

Constitution was postponed in June 2005, although the UK currently holds the EU Presidency

(July – December 2005).41  Last and not least, the majority of the Britons entertain traditionally a

quite euro-skeptical attitude.  As Germany, the UK has to live with a dilemma in regard to NATO
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and the EU. NATO, without any doubt, is the cornerstone for UK’s security. 42  The European

Union on the other hand is also indispensable for the UK’s future.  Therefore, the UK has to co-

operate with and within EU as a precondition for exercising political influence on European

decisions.  As outlined in the white paper Prospects for the EU in 2005,43 the UK, indeed, is

actively involved in European policy and decision making. On the other hand, the UK never

forgets its national interests,44 and hence, the Common European Foreign and Security Policy

are supported by the UK in a way which serves the UK’s interest not to hurt NATO and/or the

transatlantic link with the US.  In regard to the actual European Presidency held by the UK, that

interest translates directly into the white paper Prospects for the EU in 2005.  There is no

indication in this document that the UK intents to further develop the European Security and

Defense Policy actively for the time being.  In contrary, the document indicates that the UK

Presidency only will continue already ongoing activities like EUFOR (EU Force in Bosnia), the

military requirement catalog, and the EU Battle Groups related issues.

A conclusion of the UK’s program for its current EU Presidency, consequently, is that there

will be no major outcome of this presidency which could change NATO’s and EU’s relationship

in favor of EU.

United States of America (US)

The US is the last remaining Superpower on Earth.  The US possesses a unique military

capability including nuclear weaponry, enjoys the most powerful economy for the time being,

and it has worldwide interests.  For many nations the US are the world policeman and the

guarantor of their security either in a binational relationship or as part of a multinational

framework or alliance.  For other nations, the US represents a hegemon with global selfish

interests.  In regard to Western Europe, the US significance is multifaceted.  First, the US has

twice sorted out European triggered World Wars.  Second, the US saved the majority of the

Western European countries from the NAZI-regime.  Third, the US, in its capacity as the

backbone of NATO, guaranteed Western Europe’s survival during the Cold War.  Fourth, the US

sponsored the German reunification, and last and least, the US took action in the Balkan Wars

during the 1990s when Europe was not willing and prepared to tidy up its own backyard.  As a

consequence, US interest in Europe and the related EU development is quite high. Due to the

historical experience of the 20 th century the US interest in Europe can be described as

skepticism about European maturity and the related possible consequence for the US to have to

sort out European affairs once again.
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On the other hand, US global interests can not be secured in the highly unstable and

unpredictable environment of today’s world without support of allies.  Even for a superpower,

the global challenges at hand and in the future are too big and too complex to be addressed and

successfully resolved unilaterally.  Unified in its core beliefs and values and based on a

common European stamped cultural heritage, the US and Europe are natural allies.  Thus, the

US interest in a stable, reliant, and mature Europe should be self-evident.

A third aspect of US – EU relations is dominated by the growing power of the EU, which

may eventually present a challenge to the global hegemon, the US.  This multi-facetted,

complex relationship between the US and the EU, however, causes severe problems in today’s

political arena.  Looking at the 2004 Republican Party Platform,45 the European Union is

mentioned in contrary to the European friendly 2000 Republican Party Platform 46 only once. ”

We hail the President’s success in achieving unprecedented cooperation with Europe – at

NATO, through the European Union, and with individual nations – in combating terrorism and

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, building peace and democracy in Afghanistan and

Iraq, and advancing the cause of freedom, democracy, and opportunity throughout the broader

Middle East and North Africa.”47  Although it is crystal clear that a party platform is not the

substitute for actual political action of the Bush Administration, it clearly points towards possible

trajectories of actual US government work.

From a European perspective, thus, there could not be clearer evidence that the current

US Administration does not see the necessity of close US - European cooperation.  In

mentioning discrete European nations as they contribute to the US security related interests in

the world, especially the US Global War on Terrorism and the Iraq war, an impression arises

that one aim of this administration might be to divide the European nations and thus destabilize

the EU in order to retain political influence on selected European countries.48   Reasons for that

behavior could be the frustration about insufficient European political and military support in the

ramping up phase of the ongoing Iraq war and in its execution and the related post-war

operations or, as some European media and politicians state, imperial hubris.  Whatever the

true reasons for that approach to Europe may be, the US has to make a deliberate and

conscious choice how to proceed in future in US – EU relations.  Part of this choice will also be

the decision on the future status of NATO.  While from a US perspective NATO might be the

anchor of transatlantic relations, the EU apparently is only considered as second best.  If this is

the right approach to foster US-EU-NATO cooperation in the future is more than doubtful as a

July 2004 Hearing on TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: A POST-SUMMIT ASSESSMENT

before the Subcommittee on Europe of the Committee on international Relations House of



12

Representatives49 reveals.  All witnesses in this Hearing point out in their respective comments

after having given an official statement, that from their perspective the relationship between the

EU and the US seems not to be dominated by a real partnership and that the US administration

has to change its behavior towards the Europeans. Ambassador Burghardt, Head of Delegation,

European Commission, in his comment points it out this way “But we have to get back to the

spirit of partnership and interdependence, and this means that both sides have to be able to and

willing to be a partner.  The Europeans are certainly willing.  They are not maybe able across

the board of all of the policies, and we have to do our homework on that.  The US side was

certainly able, but there were great doubts whether part of the Administration was even willing to

think in these terms and not, rather, in terms of coalitions of the willing and all of the divisive and

polarizing things which happened from there.”50

NATO and EU a Quadruple Problem

Summing up the aforementioned positions of the four key players in NATO – EU –US

relations the following positions can be stated: France will continue to play the European card in

order to carry out its national interests, and, therefore, will try to use the EU as a means to

outbalance NATO and by doing that to diminish US influence in and on Europe.  Germany with

its newly elected government presumably will return to its old policy of relying on NATO as its

guarantor for security while simultaneously striving for a strengthened EU.  The ESDP,

however, will be used as a European tool in NATO and not as a competitor, or even worst,

replacement of NATO.  The United Kingdom will continue to rely on NATO as the cornerstone

for UK’s security while playing the European Card as a means to ensure influence in and on

Europe.  The US will have to rethink its approach to Europe.  If the US will treat Europe and the

EU as an equal partner there will be no need to worry about a possible loss of importance of

NATO.

Therefore, the question “NATO and EU defense initiatives: competitive or complementary”

can be answered with the statement that from a European perspective they are complementary.

However, both, NATO and EU, need new momentum. If the key players in NATO do not

develop a new vision on what NATO should be in the 21st Century or they continue to portray

the solving of day to day problems as the only urgent questions in regard to NATO’s future, the

risk exists that NATO will become part of history.  Although, the three European key players in

NATO and EU think of themselves to be capable to address the challenges ahead of NATO and

EU successfully, there is only one nation who can instigate the necessary political processes in
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transatlantic relations and who is able to develop the outline of a new vision for these relations:

the United States of America.

Both sides of the Atlantic, therefore, must stop the dialogue of the deaf 51 as Simon

Serfaty, Director, Europe Program, Center for Strategic and International Studies, calls the

ongoing struggle between Europe and the US.
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one thing is certain: We will only master the challenges of the 21st century if transatlantic
relations, the close ties between Europe, Canada and the United States are - and remain -
intact.”  He continues in his speech to propose  “To this end, the governments of the European
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The achievement of this aim can be put at risk by crisis and conflict affecting the security of the
Euro-Atlantic area.  The Alliance therefore not only ensures the defence of its members but
contributes to peace and stability in this region. 7  The Alliance embodies the transatlantic link
by which the security of North America is permanently tied to the security of Europe.  It is the
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expenditures of NATO’s members as % of gross domestic product has been 1.88 % in the year
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20Matthias Jopp states: “For the German government, the WEU was a transitory solution, a
vehicle for transporting security and defense into the Union over time. France had a
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French ambitions to conceive of the WEU as an instrument of a rather autonomous European
defense policy and to downgrade American influence on European security.”  For more
information see: Matthias Jopp. “Germany And The Western European Union,” American
Institute for Contemporary German Studies. The Johns Hopkins University. AICGS Research
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29 Ibid. 1. ”The increasing convergence of European interests and the strengthening of
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30 Berlin Plus agreement is a short title for a comprehensive package of agreements
between NATO and EU, based on conclusions of the NATO Washington Summit. It is
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2005; available from
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40 Bundesvorstand der CDU und Parteivorstand der CSU. “ HARNESSING GERMANY'S
OPPORTUNITIES. Growth. Labour. Security. Government Programme 2005 - 2009,“ 42. “
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